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1s defined for siting criteria should not affect the potential
scope of any future corrective action under RCRA, or a state
authorized corrective action program, for the project. However,
the way "facility" is defined now will determine where dangerous
waste management activities could occur and the area regulated
under the operating permit.

"FACILITY" FOR SITING CRITERIA
Environmental factors under the rule for siting criteria have
"exclusion zones" or "set backs" for either "facility" or
"dangerous waste management unit® (DWMU) boundaries. For example,
"facilities" are excluded fr designated archaeological sites
(see WAC 173-303-282(7)(e)).

We have designated the area Ecology considered as “*facility" for
the ESC project in previous letters to the public and the profect
proponent (see Attachment 5). "Facility" for ESC was define by
the boundary of the dangerous waste management units, plus a 200
foot setback. Under the siting criteria, this is the minimum

for a nonland-based "facility" (see WAC 173-303-282(7)(a)(i)).
Jerry Ackerman reviewed a1 discussed this definition of Es:
"facility®" so he is familiar with our rationale.

Note, that the ESC "facility", as we have defined it, does not
include all of the contiguous property owned by ESC (see
Attachment 5). This is consistent with other projects, where it
would have been unreasonable to define "facility" as the entire
property owned by the project proponent. For example, ECOS
proposed a dangerous waste facility covering approximately 700
acres within 4,500 acres of contiguous land under ECOS's
ownership. The land not 1nc1uded in the 700 acre facility was to
he meloe-of--2 dltura” “an’ n~  oul ) av  ee

weuags uangerous wastes. It would have been unreasonable to
consider the entire property as the "facility,™ and Ecology
accepted the boundaries defined by ECOS for its siting criteria
demonstration, :

Likewise, Chem Waste proposed a dangerous waste incinerator
facility on the Hanford Reservation. The broadest definition of
the "facility" could have included all of the Department of Energy
property om Hanfor Neither the ECOS nor Chem Waste projects
could have met the siting criteria requirements if the "fac lity"
included all contiguous land under one ownership. Dangerous waste
facilities on port, or other public agency, property are other
examples where including all contiguous land under one ownership
as the "facility" could lead to unreasonable implementation of the
siting criteria requirements.






































































